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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Action is in response to Application Number 09/81 0,41 0 received on 1 9 
March 2001 . 

2. Claims 1-58 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 1 , 2, 10, 30, . 31 , and 39 are objected to because of the following minor 
informalities: Claims 1 , 2, 10, 30, 31 , and 39 are in outline form where they should be in 
sentence form. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Interpretation 

3. Before a detailed mapping, a short discussion about the claim interpretation 
should be made to clarify use of terms. A client-to-client network involves two clients 
interacting with each other, in the case of the Applicant's claims, sharing information. 
The first client requests data and the second client responds with the data. Because 
the second client is responding to the first client's request, the second client is acting as 
a server. Therefore, the client-to-client network is also a client-to-server network, 
depending on which computer is requesting (client) and which computer is responding 
(server). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 14-18, 23-30, 32, 35, 36, 38, 39, 43-47 and 52-58 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Cieslak et al. (U.S. Patent 
Number 6,240,461). 

4. Regarding the claimed invention, Examiner interprets the acceleration server as 
nothing more than a proxy server which is well known in the art to have a storage 
capability wherein frequently retrieved information could be stored rather than simply 
passing it through to the requesting platform. By storing frequently requested data, 
subsequent requests for the same data could be serviced without having to retrieve the 
requested data from is original source. As noted in the Background of the Invention of 
Cieslak, using proxy servers to accelerate access is well known in the art. 

5. Regarding claims 1 and 30, Cieslak discloses a system for accelerating receipt of 
data in a client to client network wherein each client in the client to client network 
operates a 

software program for implementing queries and providing responses, the 
system comprising: 

at least one acceleration server designed and configured to: 
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intercept queries and responses in the client to client 
network wherein each of said queries and each of said responses contains unique 
identification information therein, said unique identification information facilitating 
interception thereof (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 29-67, Cieslak discloses wherein a caching 
engine intercepts requests for data, and if the caching engine does not have the 
requested information, it makes a connection to the original destination and retrieves it 
transparently. It is inherent that the packets contain unique identifiers of source and 
destination computers); 

store the responses (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 50-60, Cieslak discloses storing the 
requested data); and 

transmit the responses to clients submitting intercepted queries (Cieslak, col. 2, 
lines 50-60, Cieslak discloses transmitting the response to the requesting platform). 

6. Regarding claims 3 and 32, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said acceleration server 
includes a redirecting device (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 35-40). 

7. Regarding claims 6 and 35, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said queries are requests 
for data and said responses are data (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 30-67). 

8. Regarding claims 7 and 36, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 6 and 35, including wherein said data is in a format 
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selected from the group consisting of MP3, DVid, MPEG-2, MPEG-1, M-JPEG, MPEG- 
4, ActiveMovie/video for Windows (.avi), Quicktime (.mov), RealVideo (.rm and .ram), 
H263.1, HTML, Flash, Gif, Tif, mpeguide and exe (Cieslak, col. 3, lines 60-67, Cieslak 
teaches data in multimedia format). 

9. Regarding claims 9 and 38, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein an algorithm implements 
storage of intercepted responses on said acceleration server (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 40- 
45). 

10. Regarding claims 10 and 39, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 9 and 38, including wherein said algorithm includes 
analysis of a variable based on identification information (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 40-46, 
Cieslak discloses an algorithm based on the address). 

11. Regarding claims 14 and 43, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 10 and 39, including wherein said client information 
includes at least one datum selected from the group consisting of client connection 
status, client identification, presence of a specific file on a specific client and presence 
of a packet derived from a specific file on a specific client (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 40-50 
Cieslak teaches files stored in the cache based on address of the packet derived from a 
file on a specific source/client). 
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12. Regarding claims 15 and 44, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 10 and 39, including wherein said identification 
information includes at least one datum selected from the group consisting of file 
identification, packet identification, client identification, and identification of content 
within a file (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 40-50). 

13. Regarding claims 16 and 45, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein a single query and a single 
response are each independently intercepted by at least two acceleration servers of 
said at least one acceleration server (Cieslak, col. 4, lines 25-33). 

14. Regarding claims 17 and 46, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein multiple acceleration 
servers 

of said at least one acceleration server have a relative configuration selected 
from the group consisting of in series and in parallel (Cieslak, col. 4, lines 25-33). 

15. Regarding claims 18 and 47, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said at least one 
acceleration 

server is located in a location selected from the group consisting of within a 
local area network, on a server belonging to an Internet service provider, at 
a cable television provider junction, at a satellite relay link, and within an 
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ADSL junction (Cieslak, col. 3, lines 35-50). 



Page 7 



16. Regarding claims 23 and 52, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said acceleration server 
has a configuration selected from the group consisting of unidirectional and bi- 
directional (Cieslak, col. 4, lines 20-35). 

17. Regarding claims 24 and 53, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said acceleration server 
further functions as a client in the client to client network (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 29-67, 
Cieslak teaches that the system acts as the responding client if it contains the 
requested data). 

18. Regarding claims 25 and 54, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein transmitting said 
intercepted responses to clients submitting intercepted queries includes simultaneous 
transmission of portions of a single data set from at least two of said acceleration 
servers (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 40-50, Cieslak teaches that multiple caches may be used 
in handling a client's request, wherein the request is based on an algorithm to find the 
different addresses associated with it, which may be split up on different caches). 

19. Regarding claims 26 and 55, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein said acceleration server is 
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further designed and configured to act as a transparent proxy server (Cieslak, col. 1 , 
last paragraph, col. 2, lines 45-50). 

20. Regarding claims 27 and 56, Cieslak teaches the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein if the requested information 
is not in the caching engine, the caching engine retrieves the data from the original 
destination platform and transmits it to the requesting platform and this is transparent to 
the user at the requesting platform which operates exactly as if it were communicating 
with the destination platform (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 53-63). 

21 . Regarding claims 28 and 57, Cieslak teaches the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 21 and 50, including wherein said specific client which 
contains data equivalent to said specific intercepted response in a directory thereof 
comprises at least two separate and distinct clients (Cieslak, col. 4, lines 20-35). 

22. Regarding claims 29 and 58, Cieslak teaches the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30, including wherein a specific response of said 
intercepted responses stored in an acceleration server has its origins in at least two 
separate and distinct clients (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 45-67). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 4, 5, 8, 12, 31, 33, 34, 37, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

as being unpatentable over Cieslak in view of what is obvious in the art. 

23. Regarding claims 2 and 31 , Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30. Cieslak also discloses requested data being 
multimedia (Cieslak, col. 3, line 64). Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein said at 
least one acceleration server is further designed and configured for dividing a specific 
intercepted response of said intercepted responses into at least two packets; and 
transmitting said at least two packets to said clients submitting intercepted queries. 
However, streaming data, which is widely known in the art for transferring multimedia 
data, includes dividing data up into packets. Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate dividing 
responses into at least two packets for the purpose of streaming the multimedia data. 

24. Regarding claims 4 and 33, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 3 and 32. Cieslak also discloses altering the operating 
system code of an existing router to redirect data traffic (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 35-40) and 
also that the router could be an internal router in a local area network (Cieslak, col. 3, 
lines 33-37). Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein said redirecting device is a layer 
4 switch. However, it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time of the invention to incorporate a switch as the redirecting device of Cieslak 
because a router serve the same generic function as a switch, which is directing traffic. 

25. Regarding claims 5 and 34, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30. Cieslak also discloses wherein most Internet 
service providers accelerate access using proxy servers (Cieslak, col. 2, lines 1-3) and 
that the invention could be with in a local area network (Cieslak, col. 3, lines 35-45). 
Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein said acceleration server is located in a location 
selected from the group consisting of within a local area network and in a server 
belonging to an Internet Service Provider. However, it would have been obvious to one 
in the ordinary skill at the time of the invention to use the method of Cieslak in an 
internet service provider because it is common for ISP's to use proxy servers to 
accelerate traffic. 

26. Regarding claims 8 and 37, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 1 and 30. Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein the 
software program includes at least two software programs. However, it would have 
been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate subprograms within a program to include different functionalities of the 
overall system. 
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27. Regarding claims 12 and 41 , Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 10 and 39. Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein 
said ordinal information includes at least one datum selected from the group consisting 
of order of receipt and order of retrieval. However, it would have been obvious to one in 
the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate order of receipt into 
the algorithm because it is included in TCP/IP packets. 



Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cieslak 
in view of Wexler et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,286,084). 

28. Regarding claim 13, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as claimed, as 
described in claim 10. Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein said frequency 
information includes at least one datum selected from the group consisting of frequency 
of retrieval and frequency of appearance in clients of said client to client 
network. In an analogous art of networking Wexler discloses a method for populating a 
cache based on requested data wherein the destinations are sorted in the cache 
according to the frequency with which they are requested (Wexler, col. 2, last 
paragraph). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to incorporate Wexler's method of populating a network 
cache with Cieslak for the purpose of improving the efficiency with which data are 
transmitted over the Internet (Cieslak, col. 1, lines 13-15). 
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Claims 11, 19-22, 40, and 49-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cieslak in view of Antonov (U.S. Patent Number 5,884,046). 

29. Regarding claims 1 1 and 40, Cieslak discloses the limitations, substantially as 
claimed, as described in claims 10 and 39. Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein 
said temporal information includes at least one datum selected from the group 
consisting of time of initial storage, total residence time in storage, elapsed time since 
last retrieval from storage, average time between retrievals from storage, and time of 
creation of original file. In an analogous art Antonov discloses a method for sharing 
data between a plurality of clients in a LAN wherein data entries are based on amount 
of time of storage (Antonov, col. 7, lines 17-24). Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one in the ordinary skill in the art the time of the invention to combine Cieslak with 
Antonov in order to provide data removal after a certain amount of storage time, for the 
benefit of keeping data in the caches up to date. 

30. Regarding claims 1 9-22 and 48-51 , Cieslak discloses the limitations, 
substantially as claimed, as described in claims 1 , 2, 30, and 31 . However, Cieslak 
does not explicitly state wherein said at least one acceleration server is further designed 
and configured to allow transmission of a specific packet of said at least two packets to 
a client submitting a specific intercepted query occurs only if a specific client which 
served as a source of said specific intercepted response is available on the client to 
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client network and only if said specific client contains data identical to said specific 
intercepted response in a directory of said specific client. In an analogous art, Antonov 
discloses a method for sharing data between a plurality of workstations in a local area 
network wherein six techniques are performed to guarantee that copies of data blocks 
contained in the cache memories are identical. Because the data blocks are checked, it 
is obvious that the original client is being checked for availability. Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate Antonov into Cieslak to improve efficiency of transmitting data over the 
Internet (Cieslak, col. 1, lines 14-16). It would have also been obvious because 
checking for availability and checking if the data blocks are identical are the basic 
functions of a proxy server. 

31 . Regarding claim 42, Cieslak and Antonov disclose the limitations, substantially 
as claimed, as described in claims 40. Cieslak does not explicitly state wherein said 
frequency information includes at least one datum selected from the group consisting of 
frequency of retrieval and frequency of appearance in clients of said client to client 
network. In an analogous art of networking Wexler discloses a method for populating a 
cache based on requested data wherein the destinations are sorted in the cache 
according to the frequency with which they are requested (Wexler, col. 2, last 
paragraph). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one in the ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to incorporate Wexler's method of populating a network 
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cache with Cieslak and Antonov for the purpose of improving the efficiency with which 
data are transmitted over the Internet (Cieslak, col. 1, lines 13-15). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to J. Bret Dennison whose telephone number is (703)305- 
8756. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A Wiley can be reached on (703)308-5221 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

J. Bret Dennison 
Patent Examiner 
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